ders of the Viceroy, Gil de Taboada y Lemos, and completed in 1792. Those using this "census" have assumed that it represents the product of an original enumeration of the population of Peru in 1791. This paper questions that assumption and raises the general question of the advisability of erecting major hypotheses upon the basis of a single generalised "compilation" of population data rather than upon the original enumerations that are available. In the case of Peru there is strong support too for the demand made bySanchezAlbornoz for a synthesis of the many and varied population surveys made of the area at this time 3 . Until these hypotheses made about the size, structure and distribution of Peru's colonial population are tested against a more varied selection of source materials, they must be regarded as tentative suggestions rather than serious assertions.
I. Chronolgy of Peruvian Population
Surveys, 1 77 6-1 8 1 5
In Peru, as elsewhere in Spanish America, the collection of population statistics did not begin in the eighteenth century. The registration of baptisms, confirmations, marriages and deaths, and the maintenance of lists of those liable to pay tax, traditionally had been a prime duty of parish priest and local alcaldes. In addition, more comprehensive surveys of the colonial territories frequently included demographic information alongside topographic description: notable Peruvian examples of such surveys were those of 1572, 1586, 1628, 1683 and that of 1750 collated and published by Cosme Bueno between 1763 and 1778 4 .
It was not until the closing decades of the eighteenth century, however, that this previously sporadic activity was transformed into a systematic collection of data whose quality -in terms of geographic coverage, detail of information and mode of preparation -was unprecedented. The stimulus to compile such improved statistics arose not only from the demands for more accurate information generated by major administrative reforms in diurch and state, but these reforms themselves together with the intellectual pretensions of the "enlighten-') Nicolás Sánchez Albornoz, The Population of Latín America, London, 1974, pp. 110-111. *) Cosme Bueno, Descripción del Virreynato del Perú, Lima, 1763 -1778 ment" encouraged those men capable and willing to undertake the work required.
In Peru such improvements in data collection are apparent in four principal areas of activity. First, a more frequent and rigorous updating of lists of Indian tribute-payers. Second, the initiation of a series of imperial population censuses by the Council of the Indies. Third, the preparation of regional surveys in Peru following the introduction of the intendente system of local government. Fourth, increased demands made upon parish priests by the diocesan bishops for information about local congregations; either for use by the bishop in his vistta pastoral, or in response to the requests for such information from the civil authorities.
Though these four areas of activity are treated separately in the following discussion, it would be inadvisable to regard any one type of survey as necessarily being a distinct or unique set of data. In most Spanish colonial censuses there exists the possibility of returns, originally made for one census, being used in subsequent surveys; while, as it was the local priest or alcaldes to whom fell the actual task of counting the population, it is to be expected that one such enumeration would have been used by some of these officials to satisfy more than one of the growing number of demands made upon them for information. It is clear that a thorough piece of historical research is required to disentangle the origin, purposes, criteria and chronology of the several Peruvian population censuses and surveys made during this period. In the absence of such research the following remarks remain tentative.
Revisitas de tr ibuto
A major overhaul of the system by which the Indian population was taxed, was initiated by Areche, inspector-general of royal finances in Peru, after his arrival in the Viceroyalty in 1777. Areche's principal reforms to the tribute system were: to order local officials to prepare new registers of tributarios; to issue instructions as to how these should be made; and to issue the unprecedented order that *cholos, mestizos y otras castas» should be included in these registers. The implementation of these reforms was delayed by a series of events: Areche's personal disputes with the Viceroy, Manuel de Amat; the Tiipac Amaru Indian uprising of 1780 and the subsequent decision to waive the collection of Indian tribute for one year to encourage their pacification; and the distinct criollo insurrections of 1780 6 . It remained to Areche's successor, Escovedo, to complete this work after 1781-Escovedo's actions regarding the tribute system may be briefly summarized 6 . He ordered first provisional counts of tributarios in all provinces in order to investigate and check the sharp drop in tax receipts experienced during 1783. He created a new agency, the Contaduría de Tributos, to supervise the assessment and collection of tribute. And, in 1784, he ordered a new enumeration of the entire Indian population of both the Viceroyalty of Peru and that of Buenos Aires. Escovedo's Instrucción Metódica, circulated to the appropriate local officials, specified in great detail how this enumeration should be made and presented. Subsequently these instructions set the pattern for enumerations of Indian tributarios for the remainder of the colonial period and for many decades of the republican period 7 . Finally, following receipt of a royal order of August 1783, Escovedo reversed Areche's previous order by stipulating that non-Indian groups should be excluded from the count.
The enumerations of the Indian population of the central Andean region which resulted from these reforms provide a prime source of demographic data. Regarding the Viceroyalty of Buenos Aires -which included the Peruvian province of Puno, most of Bolivia, and areas of northern Chile and north-western Argentina -the complete series of enumerations of Indian population, made between 1784-86, have survived 8 . The value of this source for future research is suggested by 8 ) The returns from the Viceroyalty of Buenos Aires are conserved in the Ardiivo General de la Nación, Buenos Aires (Sección Contaduría, Padrones); while complete but summary listing of the census of 1784-86, and many summaries of previous and the recent work of K1 e i n 9 . For the Viceroyalty of Peru, the location of either the enumeration lists or the summaries of these has remained unknown until recently and it seemed reasonable to assume that they had been lost in the destruction by fire of the archive of the Contaduría de Tributos in 1831 10 . It is claimed, however, that a book to be published by M a c e r a makes extensive use of Peruvian tribute counts covering, for the most part, the period 1778-1815 11 .
Imperial Census««
From 1776 the complex process of census-taking in Peru cannot be adequately understood without an appreciation of the wider efforts being made by the Council of the Indies to initiate a series of unprecedented census projects. The central aim was to organize "modern" censuses throughout Spain's overseas territories; that is, to make accurate counts, repeated at regular intervals, of all persons in a given area, with details of their age, sex, residence and marital status. The first attempt to take sudi a census was the 1768 Aranda census of Spain which in 1776, under the initiative of the Minister of the Indies, José de Gálvez, was expanded to include Spain's overseas territories 12 . Similarly the 1786 Floridablanca census of Spain was extended to Spanish America in 1790. A final major imperial census was that organized by Carvajal in 1812. Each of these three initiatives stimulated periods of census-taking in Peru.
The 1776 order for an imperial census was dispatched to both civil and church authorities with instructions that separate censuses should be made by each. reported to Spain that he had circulated further instructions to the bishops to make a census in their dioceses. Vollmer's conclusion, that Guirior considered sudi action adequately fulfilled his obligations and made no attempt to initiate a separate census by the civil authorities, is no longer tenable 13 . A printed order of 12 May 1777 was circulated by the Viceroy to the civil officials of eadi province, repeating the royal order of 10 November 1776, and requiring a padrón to be prepared of the local population and submitted to Lima. Apart from the previously known census of the province of Cajamarca in northern Peru, only one other return, that of the province of Quispicanchis, in the Cuzco region, has so far been discovered 14 .
The Peruvian bishops, on orders received directly from the Crown and indirectly from the Viceroy, began organizing censuses within their dioceses using the parish priests as the principal returning agents. The time-table and results of this work, in each area of Peru, will only be revealed after detailed research in the appropriate diocesan archives. Recent research in two of these -Lima and Arequipa -may be regarded as illustrative. In May 1777 the Archbishop of Lima circulated instructions to each parish priest ordering them to prepare and remit annual padrones of all persons in their parishes 15 . Progress with the task is indicated by a follow-up circular of June 1778 in which the Archbishop complained that only two-thirds of the parish priests had complied with his orders 18 . 72 of these original padrones survive in the diocesan archive 17 (Map 1). In Arequipa there is no ls ) Günter Vollmer, Bevölkerungspolitik und Bevölkerungsstruktur im Vizekönigreich Peru zu Ende der Kolonialzeit (1741 -1821 ), Bad Homburg, 1967 ) «Decreto para que se haga un padrón de habitantes de la provincia de Quispicanchis, Lima, 12 de mayo, 1777», in the same volume is the «Padrón de la provincia de Quispicanchis, Acomayo, 2 de agosto, 1778», in: Colección Mata Linares, Tomo 62, Real Academia de la Historia, Madrid. The Cajamarca census is in Archivo General de Indias (A.G.I.), Sevilla, Lima, Legajo 646. 
17
) Archivo Arzobispal, Lima, Sección Estadística, Legajos II and III. Vollmer, Bevölkerungspolitik und Bevölkerungsstruktur, op. cit., claims that it was during the visita of the Archbishop Domingo de la Requera, 1782-83, that 114 of these padrones were collected. It is more likely that Requera in fact used the padrones already collected in the archives by his predecessor. In 1790 Requera commissioned a new census of the diocese. The 1791 imperial order for a census similarly provoked a new round of enumeration in Peru. With reference to the diurdi authorities, those diocesan ardiives which, have been investigated reveal that large numbers of enumeration lists were submitted by parish priests between 1791 and 1792. In the diocese of Lima the Archbishop, Domingo de la Requera, instructed parish priests to conduct censuses of their congregations and 84 of the returns made have been located 20 .
In Arequipa similar orders by the bishop, Chávez de la Rosa, produced padrones from most parishes between 1790-92 21 .
Further action was taken by the civil authorities. The Viceroy, Gil de Taboada, received in 1792 a royal order of September 1791 instructing him to prepare a census of the entire Viceroyalty. Prior to receiving this order, however, Gil had already commissioned a general survey of the region's population and was able to reply promptly to Spain that «aún antes que V. M. en real orden de 28 de setiembre de 1791 mandase formar un estado general de la población del Perú, yo 1S ) Archivo de la Catedral, Arequipa. This archive is in no way organized. Documents retain some chronological order but are not classified in sections or volumes, and certainly are not paginated. For those who wish to consult the padrones mentioned in the text they will find them grouped together in the shelving directly opposite the main door.
The original of Martinez Compañón's work is in Trujillo: copies are in the A. G. I., Sevilla, and Biblioteca de Palacio, Madrid. The population data from the Madrid mss. has been transcribed by Udo Ob crem, Algunas estadís-ticas sobre el Norte del Perú de fines del siglo XVIII, in: Jahrbuch für Geschichte von Staat, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft Lateinamerikas, Band 6, Köln, 1969. I0 ) Archivo Arzobispal, Lima, Sección Estadística, Legajos III and IV. ") See note 18.
tenia ya evacuado en el mismo ano* 22 . The Viceroy was referring to his «Estado Geogrdfico del Virreynato del Peru», dated 1792, but clearly made the previous year 28 . It is this population survey which has been used by every major demographic study of Peru as the principal source of information about the country's late-colonial population 24 . Its attractions and value are evident: it is the most comprehensive and detailed summary that is easily available of the colony's population; and, with the exception of Puno, (at that time in the Viceroyalty of Buenos Aires), the population of each parish of Peru is given and classified by sex and under five racial-ethnic headings. Given the widespread use of this survey by historians, and often it has been the sole source used for details of Peru's late-colonial population, understanding its origin, nature and reliability is of some importance. Subsequently this 1791 survey was modified in 1795 by the inclusion of new data on the Indian population which, it is assumed, was derived from various revisitas de tributes.
The imperial order of 1812 stimulated a final period of data collection in colonial Peru. In churdi archives there are clear indications of a general census having been ordered and large numbers of parish enumeration lists survive. In addition, as in 1791, a general survey of the region's population was prepared in 1812 (the Abascal census), though, as will be discussed later, this "census" appears to be no more than an arbitrary manipulation of pre-existing data 25 .
Regional Reports by Intendentes
The major reform of local government administration, by the creation of regional intendancies, was introduced into Peru in 1784. From the outset the collection of statistics about the areas under their jurisdiction was emphasized as one of the principal duties of the newly-") Francisco Pini Rodolfi, La población del Però a lo largo de un siglo: 1785-1884, in: Informe Demográfico: Peni -1970 , Lima, 1972 
Visitas pastorales
While the pastoral visitation was and remains a primary duty of diocesan bishops, in Spanish America during the second half of the eighteenth century added emphasis was given to the need for accurate and detailed reports of such visitations by a decree of 1759 requiring all bishops to submit precise descriptions of the settlements and number of inhabitants within their dioceses. Some of these reports, such as those by Cortés y Larraz (Guatemala), Tomarón y Romeral (Durango), and Martí (Venezuela), provide us with among the most interesting and detailed statements of the geography, economy and (1792) 33 .
The use of demographic information contained in such regional reports, whether those of the intendentes or of the bishops, must be preceded by consideration of its origin or derivation. Was such data the product of unique enumerations ordered by intendente or bishop specifically for their reports? Or was use made of pre-existing census returns, sudi as those compiled for the revisitas de tributos or the various imperial censuses? In any demographic reconstruction, particularly where the focus of study is variation in the structure or distribution of population over a period of time, such questions assume great importance; and more particularly is this so if one data source, bearing the date on which it was compiled, is assumed to be a statement of the population of a particular area at that time. In the remainder of this paper the point is considered further by reference to a small number of the Peruvian source materials that have been referred to.
II. Comparability of Peruvian Population
Sources 1 7 76 -1 8 1 5
Viviane B. de M a r q u é z , in a study of the republican censuses of 19th century Mexico, demonstrates how the returns of a census for one year were frequently repeated in later censuses. 35 . Similar repetitions of original counts in subsequent "censuses" characterize several of the population surveys made after 1776. Such repetitions are particularly common in summaries -data aggregated to the level of pueblo, partido or provincia -which is the principal form in which much of the available information is presented.
In dealing with such summarized returns the basic problem is to ascertain whether the data source is a census, in the sense of being an aggregate of original enumerations commissioned specifically for the census being considered, or is a compilation of the best available information already in existence. Such a distinction between census and compilation is worth making. In a census, though the local enumeration may have taken many months to complete and further months to be collated, the final returns may be regarded as referring to the population which existed within a year or two of the date entered on the final summary. In contrast, a compilation will consist of data gathered, for unknown purposes and using unknown criteria, years or even decades earlier. The problem is clearly illustraded with reference to the three most widely used "censuses" of colonial Peru -those made by the Civil authorities in 1791, 1795 and 1812.
Comparisons of the 1 791, 1 795 and 1812 Civil Censuses
In each of these three "censuses" the population of the Viceroyalty is presented in five racial-social categories: Espanoles, Mestizos, Ne-") Viviane B. de Márquez, Problemas metodológicos que presenta el anál-isis de los censos estatales mexicanos del siglo XIX, paper presented to the XLI Congreso Internacional de Americanistas, Mexico City, 2-7 September, 1974, p. 7. ") Karen Spalding, De Indio a Campesino: Cambios en la estructura social del Perú colonial, Lima, 1974, p. 232. gros Libres (or Mulatos), Esclavos, and Indios. In terms of the first four categories only the 1791 survey has any claim to be regarded as an original census. The data for these first four categories contained in the 1795 and 1812 surveys is practically identical to that contained in that of 1791 (Table I ) -i. e. the returns of non-Indian population contained in die 1791 census were repeated, with minor alterations (or perhaps errors of transcription), in the two subsequent compilations; a fact whidi renders these latter useless as sources for accurate demographic analysis during the period ostensibly covered by them. Returns of the Indian population contained in the three surveys are not identical and considerable variations are registered. It seems reasonable to assume that these variations represent the addition of information gathered from the latest revisitas de tributos. It is probable, though by no means certain, that the data on Indian population contained in the 1791 census were derived from either the matrículas de tributarios submitted in response to Escovedo's order of 1784, or from separate statistical reports made by the Intendentes. The amendments of Indian population in the 1795 compilation almost certainly were derived from matrículas de tributarios received in Lima after 1791. And it is tempting to assume that the amended 1812 figures were gained from similar up-dated sources. If all this were so, such revised data would be valuable for monitoring changes in the size and distribution of the Indian population during these two decades.
In Table II read in to these geographical variations, however, it has to be noted that within each intendancy the percentage increase for each constituent province is identical to that registered for the intendancy as a whole. It appears, therefore, that the 1812 returns of Indian population from each province are derived, not from up-dated enumerations, but from the exercise of increasing the returns from eadi intendancy by a certain percentage (the criteria for determining which are not known) and then increasing the returns from each province within the intendancy by an identical percentage. Of course such a uniformity of population increase throughout each set of provinces is highly improbable and the only possible conclusions are that the colonial officials were accurate in their arithmetic and scrupulous in manipulating their returns in an orderly and consistent manner, and that no serious demographic conclusions can be derived from such neatly doctored compilations.
The data on Indian population in the 1795 compilation shows a range of variation at the level of both the intendancy and the province. In three of the 49 provinces a decrease of greater than 25 %> is recorded between 1791 and 1795; and in ten provinces increases in excess of 25% are recorded. In the remaining 36 provinces the change ranges from a 16°/o decrease to 15% increase. What, if any, is the significance of sudi variations? When these differential growth rates are mapped it is tempting to suggest that at this time the absolute size of the Indian population was increasing more rapidly in the central highland region of the country than in the north, south or coastal regions (Map 2). But do the figures in fact reflect actual decreases and increases? Such relatively large changes over a short period of time may have been caused by a variety of factors: demographic change due to fluctuations in birth-rates, death-rates and migration; different criteria used for classifying "Indians" in the separate enumerations; faulty enumerations in either the 1791 or the 1795 returns; and arithmetical errors when aggregating individual enumeration lists into summary form. Clearly it is impossible to disentangle the actual causes of variation from the summarized data available and it would be unwise to relay on the figures as they stand. K u b 1 e r's study appears to do just this. He accepts the 1791 figures as given and develops a major hypothesis on the basis of them: Even if the larger returns of Indian population in the 1795 census had been used rather than those of 1791 (mistakenly attributed by K u b -1 e r to the 1795 census) this hypothesis is not necessarily disproved. Of greater importance, however, is the fact that satisfactory verification of such a statement about late colonial attitudes towards the Indian population requires examination of more than one data source.
Origins of the 1791 Census
While both the 1795 and 1812 compilations were derived principally from the 1791 census, even this latter cannot be assumed to be an entirely original census of all regions of Peru.
It is certainly not an original census of the intendancy of Trujillo in northern Peru where the 1791 returns may be traced back to the 1777 census of the area. Population statistics for the whole of this region, summarized in a 1780-82 report of the diocese of Trujillo, closely resemble the 1791 census of the area (Table III) . The major discrepancies -in the provinces of Cajamarca and Lambayequeare attributable to the inclusion of different parishes rather than to a subsequent correction of the data itself. In turn it can be shown for the province of Cajamarca at least that the 1780-82 population data was taken directly from the previous 1777 census (Table IV) , and it is probable that similar comparsions with the 1777 padrones in the diocesan archive in Trujillo will confirm a similar situation in the other provinces. Thus for one area of Peru at least it appears that a census taken in 1777 was presented, with certain modifications, in subsequent compilations which purport to show the population of the area in 1782,1795 and 1812.
Our ability to ascertain the origins of the 1791 census in the other regions of Peru is hampered by the lack of data in easily accessible form. The difficulty may be illustrated with reference to the Cuzco region.
Between 1786-87 two series of summarized, but detailed, returns of population were prepared by the subdelegados of each province in ") Kubier, The Indian Caste of Peru, op. cit., p. 40, the Cuzco region for the Intendente, Mata Linares: the first series, presents the total population of each pueblo classified as Españoles, Mestizos, Indios and Negros; the second series, gives details of Indian tributarios in each parish 87 . The latter set of data was taken from the 937 17, 419 2, 145 Aymaraes 4, 474 11, 186 Urubamba 1, 237 1, 331 13, 034 1, 215 Chumbibilcas 6, 471 10, 045 2, 947 4, 957 Total 15, 706144, 85114, 233 N. A, = Not avaible been included in the relatively large return for "Spanish" population; in each province -is repeated in the 1791 census. Apart from these instances, however, there are considerable variations between the two sets of figures (Table VI) and this does not point to their common derivation. Even if these two sets of figures were derived from separate population counts, and allowing for the possibility that the 1786 figures may have been taken from an earlier 1777 census while the 1791 figures may represent returns from a local enumeration in the period 1790-91, it remains difficult to reconcile or to explain such large variations in the size of the Spanish and mestizo populations. With numerical differences of this magnitude and continuing obscurity about the actual origin of the data one is obliged to repeat the conclusion that, for Peru at least, summary population tables should be treated with great caution as sources for demographic study.
Reconstructions from Enumeration Lists
Perhaps sufficient illustrations have been given of the pitfalls awaiting those using aggregated summaries and compilations of Peruvian colonial population data. Clearly if one is to reach conclusions about the size, distribution and composition of the population of the area, in which one can place a reasonable degree of confidence, there is no substitute for working directly from the original enumeration lists, padrones or matrículas, which exist in abundance in Peruvian archives. Consideration of the inherent limitations of such sources -(the state of the parish registers upon which many of the lists were based, the nature and thoroughness of those head-counts or house-counts actually made, the difficulties posed to the enumerator by the geographically dispersed and constantly shifting populations of rural areas) -lies outside of the scope of this paper. There is no doubt, however, that such disaggregated enumeration lists may be regarded, more than any other type of source material, as being original counts made at or shortly before the date which appears upon them.
To take just one example, the value of the two separate church censuses of the diocese of Lima (an area encompassing the intendancies of Lima and Tarma), is that each represents an actual enumeration made during the period 1777-78 and 1790-91 respectively. Not only does this allow comparative study of the two censuses but also pro-vlded more sure base-lines against which the reliability of compilations, such as those which have been considered in this paper, can be assessed with more confidence.
The manuscript padrones of the 1777-78 parish censuses do indicate that an attempt was made to collate the data into summary form, possibly for inclusion in the report of the 1780-82 visita. There is no evidence of any similar attempt to collate the 1790-91 padrones into summarized aggregates. Unfortunately these padrones exist for little more than one half of the 125-130 parishes in the diocese at this time: 72 padrones of the 1777-78 census and 84 of the 1790-91 census. In addition the geographic coverage of these surviving enumeration lists is very uneven: the majority are of the provinces in the interior higlands of the dioceses with far fewer of the provinces of the coastal region, while only in a few provinces -such as lea and Condiucos -does a reasonably complete coverage by both censuses allow satisfactory comparison. (Map 1). Nevertheless a sufficient number of padrones of the same parishes for the two dates does exist to allow comparison between the two counts and cross-checks with the 1791 civil census.
43 parishes within the diocese provide data from both the 1777-78 and 1790-91 church censuses (Table VII) . In the former census a total of 114,519 inhabitants were recorded for these parishes and in the latter a total of 121,139 -an increase in total population during this thirteen year period of 5.78%. With the exception of Huarochiri this order of increase is evident in eadi of the provinces. Detailed analysis of the enumeration lists should not only reveal the extent to which this difference represents an actual increase in population but is likely to provide a more reliable basis for establishing socio-demographic changes than the aggregated summaries and compilations we have so far considered. Confidence in the relative reliability of these sources is reinforced by the fact that two sets of enumerations of 43 parish populations, their execution separated by a period of approximately thirteen years, made by parish priests, some of whom no doubt worked directly from parish registers while others conducted a house to house count, do give results which show such a small and similar degree of variation. Unlike the 1812 civil "census" we have previously considered this consistency of variation was not the result of deliberate manipulation of the data but more likely does indicate the real nature of demographic change in central Peru at this time.
Adequate comparisons between these two censuses and the 1791 civil census are not easy: In Table VII each separate comparison between the two church censuses, between the earlier church census and the 1791 census and between the later churdi census and the 1791 census, relies upon those different sets of parishes which allow comparison. In several provinces lack of data allows no comparison and in others comparison is restricted to only one or two parishes. Nevertheless the figures in Table VII do suggest that at least in the intendancies of Lima and Tarma, the 1791 civil census was not derived from the 1777-78 census, as in the case of Trujillo, nor from the 1790-91 diurch census. Further, if for this region of central Peru an original census was taken by the civil autorities in the period 1790-91, in comparison with the churdi census made at the same time, there appears to have been a general under-enumeration in the civil census of the intendancy of Tarma which was particularly great in the province of Conchucos, while in the intendancy of Lima the possible range of error lies between a 20% under-enumeration and a 35% over-enumeration in different provinces. This assumes that the churdi census was more accurate than the civil one: an assumption, of course, which is not fully justifiable until a much closer inspection of the individual returns in that census has been made.
III. Conclusions
The apparent wealth and variety of pupulation statistics for Peru in the late colonial period do offer rich potential for analyzing the size, distribution, composition, and changing structure of the region's population. However, as long as such analysis continues to rely wholly upon the available aggregated summaries of population, as has been the case in the few demographic studies so far made, the results will remain suspect: for in Peru several of the "censuses" of population prepared between 1776 and 1815 are in fact compilations derived either from each other or from a variety of sources, some of which are obscure in their date of origin and others enumerations made up of two decades earlier.
The importance or relevance of this short-coming will depend upon the nature of the analysis to be made. If its purpose is to give a generalized indication of the geographic distribution and structural composition of the population of Peru at the close of the colonial period, the 1791 Vice-regal census is an easily accessible source which is. reasonably adequate for this purpose if certain obvious corrections are made. The generalized map of the relative importance of the Indian component of total population in central Peru (Map 3), is derived from the 1791 data and, at that scale, is a tolerably accurate geographic statement of the subject: However, if the purpose of the analysis is to monitor short-term temporal change or large-scale spatial change in the size and structure of the Peruvian population, the 1791 census, and certainly the other compilations reviewed in this paper, are not sufficiently accurate or reliable sources. Any conclusions derived from such sources should be tested against the large number of original enumeration lists, commissioned by both civil and church authorities, which have remained neglected in the archives of Peru.
If such conclusions are valid it is clear that any future attempts to discover and monitor demographic trends in colonial Peru, would benefit from a more thorough investigation of the nature, origin and comparibility of the source material than has yet been made*. 
